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remember could not have historical knowledge. But memory
as such is only the present thought of past experience as such,
be that experience what it may; historical knowledge is that
special case of memory where the object of present thought is
past thought, the gap between present and past being bridged
not only by the power of present thought to think of the past,
but also by the power of past thought to reawaken itself in the
present.

To return to our supposed objector. Why did he think that
the act of thought, by becoming subjective, ceased to be ob-
jective ? The answer should by now be plain. It is because he
understood by subjectivity not the act of thinking, but simply
consciousness as a flow of immediate states. Subjectivity for
him means not the subjectivity of thought but only the sub-
jectivity of feeling or immediate experience. Even immediate
experience has an object, for in every feeling there is something
felt and in every sensation there is something sensed: but in
seeing a colour what we see is the colour, not our act of seeing
the colour, and in feeling cold we feel the cold (whatever exactly
cold may be) but not the activity of feeling it. The subjectivity
of immediate experience is thus a pure or mere subjectivity; it is
never objective to itself: the experiencing never experiences
itself as experiencing. If, then, there were an experience from
which all thought were excluded (whether such an experience
really exists or not, it is beside the point to inquire),, the active
or subjective element in that experience could never bean object
to itself, and if all experience were of the same kind it could
never be an object at all. What the objector was doing, there-
fore, was to assume that all experience is immediate, mere con-
sciousness, devoid of thought. If he denies this, and says that
he fully recognizes the presence^ of thought as an element in
experience, we must reply that he may have recognized it in
name but that he has not recognized it in fact. He has found
a place for thought only by the expedient of selecting some items
in the flow of consciousness and conferring upon them the title
of thought, without asking what it implied; so that what he
calls thought is in fact just one kind of immediate experience,
whereas thought differs precisely from sensation or feeling in
that it is never an immediate experience. In the immediate
experience of sight, we see a colour; only by thinking can we